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DETAILED ACTION 
Status of Claims 

1. This action is in reply to the remarks and amendment filed on December 21, 2007. 

2. Claims 1, 9, 13 and 18 have been amended. 

3. Claims 1-22 are currently pending and have been examined. 

Drawings 

4. The examiner acknowledges the drawings which the applicant has submitted. The examiner 
has no objections to the manner by which the drawings have been prepared. 

Response to Arguments 

5. The applicant's arguments filed on December 21, 2007 have been considered but are not 
persuasive. 



The Office has given consideration to the remarks and amendments made to the pending set 
of claims, but are now considered moot in light of the new grounds of rejection, provided 
below, for the current listing of claims. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office Action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a 
whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having 
ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 



7. Claims 1-2 are rejected under U.S.C. \03(a') as being unpatentable over Pinker et al.. Using 
Transaction Data for the Design of Sequential, Multi-Unit Online Auctions, University of 
Rochester. William E. Simon Graduate School of Business Administration. Computer and 
Information Working Paper Series No. CIS 00-03, October 2001 ("Pinker"), in view of 
Heimermann, U.S. 7,110,976 ("Heimermann"), and further in view of Wurman et al.. 
Specifying Rules for Electronic Auctions, July 11, 2002 ("Wurman"'). 

8. Re claim 1 (currently amended), Pinker discloses the limitation of a method of evaluating 
sequencing rules for a multiple lot auction, comprising: 

ed bid ■> (page 10, paragraph 1); 

simuiorea p-dd-ng on ; /o;s is closed (page 9, paragraphs 2-3; page 10, paragraph 1); 

simulating the multiple lot auction using a different sequencing rule until bidding on ail lots 
; os; . (page 2, paragraph 2). 

Pinker doesn't explicitly disclose the limitation comprising ^ - - ' 

auctions with both sequencing rules. Heimermann, however, teaches wherein the process 
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where comparative analysis is applied to outcomes of prior purchase experience in reverse 
auctions, in particular, with regard to cost of goods and services purchased (see at least 
column 36, lines 32-43). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified the limitation above, as disclosed by Pinker, 
with the method, as taught by Heimermann, for the motivation of deriving cost-effective 
procurement strategies and a rule-based decision structure of reverse-auction purchasing 
tactics (see at least Heimermann, column 36, lines 37-43). 

Pinker also doesn't explicitly disclose the limitation o - -~ . . , \ - . 
how dosing times for accepting any bids are ordered among each of we lots. Wurman, 
however, makes this teaching (page 11, paragraph 6; page 12, paragraphs 1-3). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
have modified the limitation above, as disclosed by Pinker, with the method, as taught by 
Wurman, for the motivation of specifying the logical conditions that close an auction (Wurman, 
page 12, paragraph 2). 

9. Re claim 2, Pinker in view of Heimermann in view of Wurman teaches the limitations of claim 1 
as described above. Pinker further teaches the limitation wherein simulating the multiple lot 
auction with each sequencing rule comprises simulating a multiple lot auction (page 9, 
paragraphs 2-3; page 10, paragraph 1). 

Pinker doesn't explicitly disclose the limitation wherein the multiple lot auction comprises a 
reverse auction. Heimermann, however, teaches where an auction may be a reverse-auction- 
based system (column 3, lines 56-65). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to have modified the limitation above, as taught by 
Pinker, with the method, as taught by Heimermann, for the motivation of analyzing situations 
wherein services and/or goods are procured from suppliers participating in a lowest-price 
bidding process (see at least Heimermann, column 11, lines 26-33). 
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10. Claims 3-7 are rejected under U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Pinker et al. f Using 
Transaction Data for the Design of Sequential. Multi-Unit Online Auctions, University of 
Rochester, William E. Simon Graduate School of Business Administration, Computer and 
Information Working Paper Series No. CIS 00-03, October 2001 maker"), in view of 
Heimermann, U.S. 7,110,976 ("Heimermann"), in view of Wurman et al.. Specifying Rules for 
Electronic Auctions, July 11, 2002 ("Wurman'"), and further in view of Dumas et al., A 
Probabilistic Approach to Automated Bidding in Alternative Auctions, International World Wide 
Web Conference, ACM Press, 2002, pp. 99-108, ("Dumas^L 



Re claim 3, Pinker in view of Heimermann in view of Wurman teaches the limitations of claim 1 
as described above. Pinker doesn't explicitly disclose the limitation vhere - 5 < i c t ? 
^ ' v 0'- oii with each sequencing rule further comprise? . - - ^-c-^the 
lext set £ s Dumas, however, makes this teaching (page 105, column 1, paragraphs 1 
and 4). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have modified the limitation above, as taught by Pinker, with the method, as 
taught by Dumas, for the motivation of simulating an auction market. 



12. Re claim 4, Pinker in view of Heimermann in view of Wurman teaches the limitations of claim 3 
as described above. Pinker doesn't explicitly disclose the limitation ^ , . - - 1 

\. statu ^ i selected from a group consisting of 
y ™ mtting each simulated bidder to be 
t Dumas, however, makes this teaching (page 105, column 
1, paragraph 4). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified the limitation above, as taught by Pinker, with the 
method, as taught by Dumas, for the motivation of simulating an auction market. 
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13. Re claim 5, Pinker in view of Heimermann in view of Wurman teaches the limitations of claim 1 
as described above. Pinker doesn't explicitly disclose the limitation ; lining tht text 

set of b 

bidder is to : o s 

Dumas, however, makes this teaching (page 103, column 2, paragraph 5; page 105, column 
1, paragraph 1). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified the limitation above, as taught by Pinker, with the 
method, as taught by Dumas, for the motivation of simulating an auction market. 



14. Re claim 6, Pinker in view of Heimermann in view of Wurman teaches the limitations of claim 5 
as described above. Pinker doesn't explicitly disclose the limitation * v N - » 

' ^ - 1 j bid, the bid is submitted according to a randon o Dumas, 

however, makes this teaching (page 103, column 2, paragraph 5; page 104, column 1, 
paragraph 3). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified the limitation above, as taught by Pinker, with the 
method, as taught by Dumas, for the motivation of simulating an auction market. 

15. Re claim 7, Pinker in view of Heimermann in view of Wurman teaches the limitations of claim 1 
as described above. Pinker doesn't explicitly disclose the limitation - ^ ^ . , 

Dumas, however, makes this teaching 
(page 104, column 1, paragraph 2). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to have modified the limitation above, as taught by 
Pinker, with the method, as taught by Dumas, for the motivation of simulating an auction 
market. 
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16. Claim 8 is rejected under U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Pinker et al.. Using 
Transaction Data for the Design of Sequential, Multi-Unit Online Auctions, University of 
Rochester, William E. Simon Graduate School of Business Administration, Computer and 
Information Working Paper Series No. CIS 00-03. October 2001 ("Pinker"'), in view of 
Heimermann. U.S. 7,110,976 ("Heimermann"), in view of Wurman et al.. Specifying Rules for 
Electronic Auctions, July 11, 2002 ("Wurman"), and further in view of larvig, U.S. Pub 
2004/0006503 ("Jarvis"). 

17. Re claim 8, Pinker in view of Heimermann in view of Wurman teaches the limitations of claim 1 
as described above. Pinker doesn't explicitly disclose the limitation wherein comparing results 

'<)- each simulated auction, determining a metric selected from a group consisting 
ocurement cost of ail of the lots in the multiple lot auction, au : . - . 
cost per lot, and mean procurement cost per lot Jarvis, however, teaches wherein supplier- 
specific cost measures consisting of total cost, average cost and mean cost are calculated and 
utilized (paragraphs 11, 13 and 23). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to have modified the limitation above, as taught by 
Pinker, with the method, as taught by Jarvis, for the motivation of establishing a cost model 
which can be used to obtain lower prices (Jarvis, Abstract, lines 4-9). 

18. Claims 9-13, 18-21 are rejected under U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Pinker et al.. 
Using Transaction Data for the Design of Sequential, Multi-Unit Online Auctions, University of 
Rochester, William E. Simon Graduate School of Business Administration, Computer and 
Information Working Paper Series No. CIS 00-03, October 2001 ("Pinker"), in view of Wurman 
et al., Specifying Rules for Electronic Auctions, July 11, 2002 ("Wurman"), and further in view 
of Jarvis, U.S. Pub 2004/0006503 ("Jarvis"). 
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19. Re claim 9 (currently amended), Pinker discloses the limitation of - v v ' 

containing code that can he executed by a processor and, when executed, causes the 



select a first sequencing rule that dictates how multiple iocs in a multiple lot auction are to 
^ . ■ - \ , (page 9, paragraphs 2-3; page 10, paragraph 1); 

simulate a multiple lot auction using u * - ^ % . , N v * ^ 

closed (page 9, paragraphs 2-3; page 10, paragraph 1); 

select a second sequencing rule, simulate the multiple iot a- • , , , , \ 

sequencing rule until simulated bidding on all lots is cloi dev. < softhi 
auction (page 2, paragraph 2). 

Pinker doesn't explicitly disclose the limitation evaluating results of the auction, wherein the 
>e encing n !es determine how dosing times for accepting any bids are ordered among each 
of the lots. Wurman, however, makes this teaching (page 11, paragraph 6; page 12, 
paragraphs 1-3). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified the limitation above, as disclosed by Pinker, with the 
method, as taught by Wurman, for the motivation of specifying the logical conditions that 
close an auction (Wurman, page 12, paragraph 2). 

Pinker doesn't explicitly disclose the limitation determining a metric for each simulated 
auction. Jarvis, however, teaches wherein supplier-specific cost measures consisting of total 
cost, average cost and mean cost are calculated and utilized (paragraphs 11, 13 and 23). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to have modified the limitation above, as taught by Pinker, with the method, as taught by 
Jarvis, for the motivation of establishing a cost model which can be used to obtain lower prices 
(Jarvis, Abstract, lines 4-9). 
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20. Re claim 10, Pinker in view of Wurman in view of Jan/is teaches the limitations of claim 9 as 
described above. Pinker doesn't explicitly disclose the limitation . % ' N . * t ^ 

a metric selected from a group consisting of iota! cost of ail of the iots in the multiple, iot 
■> . v ' , •> Jarvis, however, teaches wherein 

supplier-specific cost measures consisting of total cost, average cost and mean cost are 
calculated and utilized (paragraphs 11, 13 and 23). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have modified the limitation 
above, as taught by Pinker, with the method, as taught by Jarvis, for the motivation of 
establishing a cost model which can be used to obtain lower prices (Jarvis, Abstract, lines 4- 
9). 

21. Re claim 11, Pinker in view of Wurman in view of Jarvis teaches the limitations of claim 9 as 
described above. Pinker doesn't explicitly disclose the limitation 

causes the processor to compare the metrics from the simulated auctions. Jarvis, however, 
teaches wherein supplier-specific cost measures consisting of total cost, average cost and 
mean cost are calculated and utilized (paragraphs 11, 13 and 23). It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have modified the 
limitation above, as taught by Pinker, with the method, as taught by Jarvis, for the motivation 
of establishing a cost model which can be used to obtain lower prices (Jarvis, Abstract, lines 4- 
9). 

22. Re claim 12, Pinker in view of Wurman in view of Jarvis teaches the limitations of claim 9 as 
described above. Pinker doesn't explicitly disclose the limitation 

- Jarvis, however, 

teaches wherein modeling behavior of a bidder is one of the objectives of the simulated 
experiment (page 107, column 1, paragraph 1). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have modified the limitation above, as 
taught by Pinker, with the method, as taught by Jarvis, for the motivation of predicting the 
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probability of being successful in an auction with a given bid (Jarvis, page 107, column 1, 
paragraph 1). 

23. Re claim 13 (currently amended), Pinker discloses the limitation of a system, comprising 

simulation of n multiple lot auction using a plurality of sequencing rules (page 9, paragraphs 
2-3; page 10, paragraph 1). 

Pinker doesn't explicitly disclose the limitation 

v ^\ . °es fo accepting any bids are ordered among e : . Wurman, however, 

makes this teaching (page 11, paragraph 6; page 12, paragraphs 1-3). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have modified 
the limitation above, as disclosed by Pinker, with the method, as taught by Wurman, for the 
motivation of specifying the logical conditions that close an auction (Wurman, page 12, 
paragraph 2). 

Pinker doesn't explicitly disclose the limitation determining a metric as-\ . m ; ; 

. . " \ . . . ;o i, the metric usable to evaluate results of the - . . o " s 
lot auction. Jarvis, however, teaches wherein supplier-specific cost measures consisting of 
total cost, average cost and mean cost are calculated and utilized (paragraphs 11, 13 and 23). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have modified the limitation above, as taught by Pinker, with the method, as taught 
by Jarvis, for the motivation of establishing a cost model which can be used to obtain lower 
prices (Jarvis, Abstract, lines 4-9). 
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Pinker doesn't explicitly disclose the limitations comprising a processor; and a storage coupled 
to the processor and containing an oppiication that is executable ay the processor; wherein,, 
when executed,, the application causes the processor to simulate a multiple lot auction. 
However, further apparatus claims would have been obvious in order to perform the 
previously rejected method claims, and are therefore rejected using the same art and 
rationale. 

24. Re claim 18 (currently amended), further apparatus claims would have been obvious in order 
to perform the previously rejected method claims, and are therefore rejected using the same 
art and rationale. 

25. Re claims 19-21, further apparatus claims would have been obvious in order to perform the 
previously rejected method claims, and are therefore rejected using the same art and 
rationale. 

26. Claims 14, 16-17 are rejected under U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Pinker et al.. 
Using Transaction Data for the Design of Sequential, Multi-Unit Online Auctions, University of 
Rochester, William E. Simon Graduate School of Business Administration, Computer and 
Information Working Paper Series No. CIS 00-03, October 2001 ("P inker" ), in view of Wurman 
etal.. Specifying Rules for Electronic Auctions, July 11, 2002 ("Wurman"), in view of Jarvis. 
U.S. Pub 2004/0006503 ("Jarvis"), in view of Dumas et al., A Probabilistic Approach to 
Automated Bidding in Alternative Auctions, International World Wide Web Conference, ACM 
Press, 2002, pp. 99-108. ("Dumas"), and, further in view of Cooper, U.S. 5,809,282 
CCooper), 
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27. Re claim 14, Pinker in view of Wurman in view of Jarvis teaches the limitation of claim 13 as 
described above. Pinker doesn't explicitly disclose the limitation comprising incompatible lot 
auctions. Dumas, however, makes this teaching (page 99, column 2, paragraph 3). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
have modified the limitation above, as taught by Pinker, with the method, as taught by 
Dumas, for the motivation of detecting and resolving incompatibilities between auctions. 

Pinker doesn't explicitly disclose the limitation wherein the processor prevents a simulated 
bidder from winning two lots that are incompatible. Cooper, however, teaches the use of IF- 
THEN rules with specific regard to the setting of conditions or limits in the architecture of a 
system in a simulation process (column 10, lines 36-47). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have modified the limitation 
above, as taught by Pinker, with the method, as taught by Cooper, for the motivation of 
meeting or accommodating user-preference requirements (Cooper, column 11, lines 1-4). 



28. Re claims 16 & 17, Pinker in view of Wurman in view of Jarvis in view of Dumas discloses the 
limitation of claim 15 as described above. Pinker doesn't explicitly disclose the limitations 
- ^ - ^ -.jtes lots from bidding by a simulated bidder if the expected utility 

- - * -an a threshold; and, if the e^ , , 
value for that lot and bidder is less than a maximum value. Cooper, however, discloses the 
use of IF-THEN rules with specific regard to the setting of conditions or limits in the 
architecture of a system in a simulation process (column 10, lines 36-47). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have modified 
the limitation above, as taught by Pinker, with the method, as taught by Cooper, for the 
motivation of meeting or accommodating user-preference requirements (Cooper, column 11, 
lines 1-4). 
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29. Claim 15 is rejected under U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Pinker et al. f Using 
Transaction Data for the Design of Sequential, Multi-Unit Online Auctions, University of 
Rochester, William E. Simon Graduate School of Business Administration, Computer and 
Information Working Paper Series No. CIS 00-03, October 2001 ("Pinker"'), in view of Wurman 
et al., Specifying Rules for Electronic Auctions, July 11, 2002 ("Wjjrman"), in view of Jarvjs, 
U.S. Pub 2004/0006503 ("Jarvis"), in view of Dumas et al.. A Probabilistic Approach to 
Automated Bidding in Alternative Auctions, International World Wide Web Conference, ACM 
Press, 2002, pp. 99-108, ("Dumas"). 



30. Re claim 15, Pinker in view of Wurman in view of Jarvis teaches the limitation of claim 13 as 
described above. Pinker doesn't explicitly disclose the limitation wherein the processor 

bidders. Dumas, however, makes this teaching (page 103, column 1, paragraph 3; column 2, 
paragraph 2). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified the limitation above, as taught by Pinker, with the 
method, as taught by Dumas, for the motivation of comparing auctions. 



31. Claim 22 is rejected under U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Pinker et al.. Using 
Transaction Data for the Design of Sequential, Multi-Unit Online Auctions, University of 
Rochester, William E. Simon Graduate School of Business Administration, Computer and 
Information Working Paper Series No. CIS 00-03, October 2001 ("Pinker"), in view of Wurman 
et al., Specifying Rules for Electronic Auctions, July 11, 2002 ("Wurmen"), and further in view 
of Jarvis, U.S. Pub 200470006503 ("Jarvis"), in view of Heimermann, U.S. 7,110,976 
("Heimermann"). 
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32. Re claim 22, Pinker in view of Wurman in view of Jarvis teaches the limitation of claim 18 as 
described above. Pinker doesn't explicitly disclose the limitation wherein the multiple iot 
auction cc nip rises a reverse suction. Heirnermann, however, teaches where an auction may be 
a reverse-auction-based system (column 3, lines 56-65). It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have modified the limitation 
above, as taught by Pinker, with the method, as taught by Heirnermann, for the motivation of 
analyzing situations wherein services and/or goods are procured from suppliers participating in 
a lowest-price bidding process (see at least Heirnermann, column 11, lines 26-33). 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant's amendments necessitated the 
new ground(s) of rejection presented in this Office action. Applicant is reminded of the extension of 
time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from the 
mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date 
of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH 
shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory 
action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the 
mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire 
later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should be 
directed to Clifford Madamba whose telephone number is 571-270-1239. The examiner can normally 
be reached on Mon-Thu 7:30-5:00 EST Alternate Fridays. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Kambiz 
Abdi, can be reached at 571-272-6702. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained 
from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available 
through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the 
Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800- 
786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Clifford Madamba/ 

Patent Examiner Art Unit 3692 



/Kambiz Abdi/ 

Supervisory Primary Examiner Art Unit 3692 

March 10, 2007 



